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This volume collects the papers read at the eighth conference of the International 
Plutarch Society, held in Coimbra, Portugal in 2008. Whilst all papers ﬁ t under 
the umbrella of symposium and/or philanthrôpia in Plutarch, the collection as a 
whole is at least as variegated as Plutarch’s nine books of Table Talk in terms of 
subject matter, approach and language. To help readers through the more than 500 
densely printed pages, the Editors have compiled two useful indexes (rerum and 
locorum), asked C. Pelling to write an introduction and each author to provide 
an English abstract, and divided the papers into six sections. Before assessing the 
collection as a whole, I brieﬂ y present each of these sections, necessarily limiting 
myself to a selection of highlights.
 The ﬁ rst section discusses Plutarch’s relationship with the philosophical and liter-
ary tradition of the Symposium. Apart from Homer’s epics (J. Fernández Zambudio) 
and Hesiod’s Works and Days (J.A. Fernández Delgado), the Symposia of Plato (T. 
Duff) and Xenophon (S.-T. Teodorsson) loom large in Plutarch’s works. As Duff 
shows, knowledge of Plato’s Symposium, which Plutarch adapts in various ways, 
enhances the experience of reading the Life of Alcibiades. V. Alikin, on the other 
hand, suggests that the habit of reading literary texts at the Graeco-Roman banquet 
may have had a formative inﬂ uence on the Christian habit of reading the Scriptures 
when they met in private houses on Sunday evenings. Asking a question that is 
too often neglected, F. Brenk, ﬁ nally, examines Plutarch’s self-presentation in his 
sympotic works. The brief but successful second section is entitled ‘The Symposion 
as a Space for Social and Political Gatherings’. In one of the best papers of the 
collection, P. Stadter lays bare the parallels between the role of the symposiarch 
at the dinner table and that of the politician in the city. Equally stimulating is M. 
Beck’s point that Plutarch stresses the bad habits of the Elder and the Younger 
Cato at the dinner table in order to deny these Romans the Socratic status which 
Cicero had attributed to them. M. Tröster shows how Plutarch judges Flamininus 
and Aemilius by their participation in and organisation of Greek banquets, and 
how his depiction of these banquets shifts the focus from the display of Roman 
power to the protagonists’ Hellenic qualities. The papers of the third section deal 
with disruptive symposia. J. Beneker examines two festal scenes in the Life of 
Alexander and shows how the attack of Philip on Alexander in the ﬁ rst foreshad-
ows the attack of Alexander on Cleitus in the last. L. De Blois focusses on the 
Life of Otho, and shows how ‘by choosing an imperial banquet, which should be 
a place of friendship with high status amici Caesaris, a show-case of imperial 
power and paideia, and a mirror of hierarchies within the urban Roman elite, as 
the scene where the utter escalation of military misbehaviour and the total loss 
of imperial authority over the military mob came to light, Plutarch accentuates 
the social and representational importance of such banquets’ (p. 228). In the next 
section, the themes of philanthrôpia, philia and erôs are examined. Apart from 
the contributions of F. Becchi on the social context and philosophical sources of 
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the Plutarchan concept of philanthrôpia and the examination of philanthrôpia in 
the Life of Cato the Elder by J.M. Candau Morón, attention should be drawn 
to A. Nikolaidis’ contribution. Nikolaidis shows that although philanthrôpia was 
important, especially in the Moralia, none the less Plutarch can see good reasons 
why people do not always behave in a sociable manner, as is clear especially 
from the Lives. The ﬁ fth section focusses on Plutarch’s Table Talk. In one of the 
best papers of the collection, F. Titchener, building on earlier research by Pelling 
and others, poignantly asks about the Quaestiones convivales: ‘Are these relatives 
real? Yes. Is their speech and behavior in the QC typical? Yes. Did the dinner 
party conversation happen as reported? Maybe’ (p. 400). A. Pérez Jiménez shows 
how the Table Talk often refers to popular beliefs concerning the inﬂ uence of 
the moon and sun on the earth. G. Roskam shows how Plutarch and Calvenus 
Taurus considered the symposium a place where young men could be educated, 
whereas Favorinus saw it more as an occasion to display his own knowledge and 
virtuosity. In the last section J. Vela Tejada rightly highlights the practical nature 
of philosophy in the Dinner of the Seven Wise Men, and explains this focus by 
referring to Plutarch’s target audience of young aristocrats who would be future 
governors of the Roman empire. L. Kim draws attention to the two-fold structure 
of the Dinner, which he sees as ‘a Plutarchan experiment in historical ﬁ ction, 
one that asks: is it better to historicize and portray the Sages as accurately as 
possible …? Or should one instead describe that past, the events and ﬁ gures of 
that time, in a way more amenable to Plutarch and his Imperial audience …?’ 
(p. 493). Examining the references to human–animal relationships in the Dinner 
of the Seven Wise Men, S. Newmyer comes to the conclusion that animals, which 
are ﬁ rst portrayed as subject to humans, are gradually presented as moral agents 
themselves. Ending the collection in beauty, D. Leão presents a subtle analysis 
of Plutarch’s presentation of the Sages associated with autocracy: Pittacus was 
admitted to the Dinner because of his resemblances with Solon; Cleobulus was 
inserted because this enabled Plutarch to present his daughter Cleobouline/Eumetis 
as having a positive effect on her father during the symposium; yet Periander, 
though presented as host, gradually fades away in favour of Solon.
 Whilst the collection thus brings together a great number of papers, there are 
three interrelated reasons why it is not entirely convincing as a whole. First, the 
‘and’ of the title is not always taken inclusively: some papers bring out the intricate 
link that often existed between symposium and philanthrôpia, but others focus 
exclusively on one of those aspects. The resulting juxtaposition, without further 
engagement, severely impairs the unity of the collection. Second, the reader is left 
wondering at the synergy of the collection: given the fact that the various papers 
neither engage with one another nor try to answer a speciﬁ c set of questions, it is 
hard to see how the whole could exceed the sum of its parts. A general conclusion 
by the Editors might have gone some way to answering this problem. Finally, the 
collection fails to address some important questions on symposium and philanthrô-
pia in Plutarch: exactly how important is philanthrôpia in Plutarchan Symposia? 
What is the relation between Plutarch’s sympotic texts and the description of 
sympotic scenes in the rest of his œuvre? How do Plutarch’s symposia differ from 
those of his philosophical and literary predecessors and successors? To what extent 
can we relate these differences to the changing socio-political situation under the 
Roman Empire? Whilst the gathering and collaboration of so many specialists on 
various aspects of Plutarch’s work presented an opportunity for addressing such 
bigger questions, an attempt at answering them would have opened the collection up 
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to a wider audience, conforming to the Editors’ explicit wish (p. i). At the moment 
the volume does no more than gather together a series of often worthwhile and 
sometimes interesting papers which illustrate the continuing vitality of Plutarchan 
studies.
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The so-called Second Sophistic and Greek culture and identity of the Roman 
period have been increasingly important issues in the study of Antiquity in recent 
decades. This scholarly debate with immense results may be attributed not least 
to extended dialogue between classicists, including philologists, archaeologists and 
ancient historians. This is illustrated, for instance, by the now more than ten titles 
in the prestigious series ‘Greek Culture in the Roman World’. This most recent 
volume is the result of a conference held at the University of Exeter in 2004, but it 
is not at all outdated. It contains contributions by nine authors, of whom four also 
contributed to the very inﬂ uential Being Greek under Rome, edited by S. Goldhill 
(2001). These are T. Whitmarsh, S. Goldhill, M. Gleason and O. van Nijf. Together 
with the other ﬁ ve authors – C. Ando, C. P. Jones, S. Mitchell, I. Romeo and G. 
Woolf – these scholars guarantee a multi-disciplinary and multifaceted discussion 
of local identities in the eastern part of the Roman Empire.
 Multi-authored volumes and conference proceedings often lack homogeneity, and 
this volume is no exception. The Introduction by the Editor and Woolf’s afterword 
frame the scope and the results of the collection in a stimulating and eloquent 
way. The ‘volume argues that the absorption of the Greek world into the Roman 
empire created a new emphasis upon local identities, much as globalisation in the 
modern world has done’ (back cover). The remaining seven papers discuss various 
aspects of local and imperial identities, using literary and epigraphical sources as 
well as numismatic and archaeological evidence. The length of the contributions 
varies from fourteen to thirty-eight pages. In the longest article Gleason discusses 
the notorious Herodes Atticus and his supposed bicultural position between Greek 
and Roman identities as both sophist and senator. Her close and careful reading of 
the inscriptions found at Herodes’ estates at Marathon in Attica and at the so-called 
Triopion at the via Appia outside Rome demonstrate the double vision of Herodes’ 
commemoration of his late wife, the patrician Annia Regilla. Gleason also analyses 
the sculptural programme of the Nymphaeum at Olympia, but this monument raises 
a gender problem not properly discussed here, but pointed out by S.B. Pomeroy 
(The Murder of Regilla [2007], pp. 94–103). According to the inscriptions, Herodes 
dedicated the sculptures of the imperial family, while the Eleans apparently were 
the donors of the sculptures of Herodes and Regilla’s family. The context of the 
sculptures – the nymphaeum – was dedicated by Regilla in her function as priestess 
of Demeter, and there are thus multiple identities expressed in the monument.
